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S3: Critical appraisal
	Critical appraisal of included animal studies

	Study ID
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9

	Astedt 1980
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Boeryd 1974
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Conforti 1984
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear

	Garona 2014
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Hiramoto 2019
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Hiramoto 2022
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Hisazumi 1973
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear

	Horiguchi 2000
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Iwakawa 1982
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Kikuchi 1986
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Kirstein 2008
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Kodama 1981
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Law 2022
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Ogawa 1982
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Peterson 1976
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear

	Sawaya 1986
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Shibata 1986
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Shinkfield 1992
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Sundbeck 1981
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear

	Sundbeck 1981
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear

	Tanaka 1982
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Wanaka 1996
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear

	Yamamoto 2017
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Q1: Is it clear in the study what is the ‘cause’ and what is the ‘effect’ (i.e. there is no confusion about which variable comes first)?
Q2: Were the participants included in any comparisons similar? 
Q3: Were the participants included in any comparisons receiving similar treatment/care, other than the exposure or intervention of interest?
Q4: Was there a control group?
Q5: Were there multiple measurements of the outcome both pre and post the intervention/exposure?
Q6: Was follow-up complete, and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow-up adequately described and analyzed?
Q7: Were the outcomes of participants included in any comparisons measured in the same way?
Q8: Were outcomes measured in a reliable way?
Q9: Was appropriate statistical analysis used?



	Critical appraisal of included case series

	Study ID
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10

	Sigurdsson 1983
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable

	Rutqvist 1977
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Not applicable

	Fosså 1978
	No
	No
	No
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable

	Bramsen 1978
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable

	Kikuchi 1986
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable

	Petrelli 1986
	No
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable

	 Q1: Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case series?
Q2: Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series?
Q3: Were valid methods used for identification of the condition for all participants included in the case series?
Q4: Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants?
Q5: Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants?
Q6: Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study?
Q7: Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants?
Q8: Were the outcomes or follow-up results of cases clearly reported?
Q9: Was there clear reporting of the presenting sites’/clinics’ demographic information?
Q10: Was statistical analysis appropriate?




	Critical appraisal of included case report

	Study ID
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8

	Soma 1980
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes

	Q1: Were patient’s demographic characteristics clearly described?
Q2: Was the patient’s history clearly described and presented as a timeline?
Q3: Was the current clinical condition of the patient on presentation clearly described?
Q4: Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the results clearly described?
Q5: Was the intervention(s) or treatment procedure(s) clearly described?
Q6: Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly described?
Q7: Were adverse events (harms) or unanticipated events identified and described?
Q8: Does the case report provide takeaway lessons?
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